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Characterising one-to-one conservatoire teaching: Some implications 
of a quantitative analysis  
Despite the significant recent growth in research relating to instrumental, vocal 
and composition tuition in higher education, little is known about the diversity of 
approaches that characterise one-to-one teaching in the Conservatoire, and what 
counts as optimal practice for educating 21st-century musicians.  Through 
analysis of video-recorded one-to-one lessons that draws on a ‘bottom up’ 
methodology for characterising pedagogical practices (Taylor, 2012; Taylor et al, 
2012), this paper provides empirical evidence about the nature of one-to-one 
pedagogy in one Australian institution. The research aims (1) to enable a better 
understanding of current one-to-one conservatoire teaching; and (2) to build and 
improve upon existing teaching practice using authentic insights gained through 
systematic investigation. The authors hope the research will lead to a better 
understanding of the diversity and efficacy of the pedagogical practice within the 
specific context in which the study was conducted, and beyond, to Conservatoire 
pedagogy generally.  
Keywords: one-to-one teaching; tertiary music education; music pedagogy; 
quantitative approach; instrumental and vocal teaching; teaching and learning 
Background 
Much of the literature conveys an overwhelming sense that one-to-one teaching plays a 
valuable, even irreplaceable, role in the training of professional musicians. Individual 
lessons are generally universally viewed as an ‘indispensable, intense and intricate’ part 
of instrumental and vocal learning (Gaunt, 2007, p. 230), and they are the clear 
pedagogical model of preference for delivering a ‘serious’ vocal and instrumental music 
education (Harrison, 2004, p. 4). Tertiary institutions display considerable respect for 
this model, promoting its existence as an ‘internationally recognized’ standard of 
teaching, one that needs to be ‘safeguarded’ for a country to remain musically 
competitive on the international scale (Harrison, 1997). Perhaps as a result, one-to-one 
pedagogy still serves as the primary method by which performance students in higher 
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music education receive their practical skills and performance-based training 
(Association of European Conservatoires, 2010). 
Criticism of the quality of one-to-one practices within conservatoires is not 
uncommon, however (e.g. Burwell, 2005; Carey, 2008; Froehlich, 2002; Kennell, 1997; 
Persson, 1996; Presland, 2005; Schmidt, 1989). Some studies suggest that this 
pedagogic model can have a negative impact on students (Burwell, 2005; Persson, 
1994), that the development of musical skills can be erratic, and that the learning that 
occurs in the one-to-one environment remains highly contextualised rather than 
producing adaptable and generalizable learning benefits (Mills, 2002). Rather than 
being grounded in the latest pedagogical understandings, teaching practices are often 
‘regulated through dominant norms and expectations in the educational community . . . 
with certain rules, standards, and expectations related to what it means to be a teacher or 
a student in this particular educational context’ (Nerland, 2007, p. 400). Gaunt (2009) 
draws attention to the lack of formal accreditation or generally agreed standards of good 
practice specifically in one-to-one teaching. The outcomes of the ‘Polifonia’ Working 
Group for Instrumental and Vocal Teacher Training in Europe (2007-2010) underscored 
a multitude of approaches to one-to-one pedagogy, and called for increased dialogue 
and collaboration on the issue at all levels, from the local to the international (Lennon & 
Reed, 2012). More recently still, however, Perkins (2013) reflected on the ‘largely 
unresearched and, crucially, relatively unchallenged’ nature of conservatoire education.  
Aside from these concerns, one-to-one is a costly model at a time when music 
institutions are struggling with the challenge of diminishing government funding, as 
well as institutional amalgamations and internal restructures (Lockett, 2008, p. 1). A 
combination of increasing student numbers, increasing student diversity, national and 
international benchmarking of trends and practices, and other curriculum pressures 
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(such as the need to provide students with the skills to cope with a fast-changing music 
industry) has some commentators suggesting that the one-to-one model is left ‘hanging 
in the balance’ (Merson, 2012, p. 13).  Currently, then, one-to-one teaching is being 
called to account. 
The study 
By analysing video-recordings of one-to-one lessons, employing a system for describing 
pedagogical elements, and theorising these elements in terms of the extant literature and 
the views of current stakeholders, this research tracks and monitors existing approaches 
to tuition in music performance within an Australian Conservatorium, where a range of 
performance specialisations is available in the areas of strings, keyboard, voice, 
woodwind, brass, percussion and jazz instruments. Framed by the pedagogical 
intentions, expectations and aspirations of teachers and students within this institution, 
the study generates a qualitative characterisation, based on a quantitative analysis, of 
pedagogical practices in a sample of one-to-one teaching practice. In this way, it 
attempts to identify the specific practices that express ‘aspirational pedagogy’.  
Although this research engages closely with the need to optimise effectiveness 
in one-to-one teaching (and to justify this effectiveness to parent institutions and other 
stakeholders), its intention is not to evaluate one-to-one teaching, but rather to identify, 
characterise and map observed pedagogical practices (Carey, Lebler & Gall, 2012). 
Rationale 
The research arises from: 
(1) the need to better understand the usefulness and effectiveness of one-to-one 
pedagogy, and to provide evidence-based accounts of its effectiveness;  
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(2) the need for music institutions to be accountable to their parent universities, 
government, and funding bodies, particularly given the high cost of individual 
tuition and the current rising funding pressures on universities internationally, 
which are serving to instigate a raft of reforms and reviews in tertiary music 
education, nationally and internationally; 
(3) the escalating need for transparency in pedagogical practices in one-to-one 
settings in conservatoires, practices which remain largely unknown and 
unexplored, a situation compounded by the fact that one-to-one takes place 
behind closed doors in a culture of concealment;  
(4) the need for ways to address the professional isolation and deprivatisation of 
one-to-one instrumental and vocal pedagogy (Triantafyllaki, 2010), for example 
by sharing conversations among teachers about their teaching practices; 
(5) the need to improve the practice of one-to-one pedagogy by developing 
exemplary models for instrumental and vocal teaching and the concomitant need 
to continually improve teaching and mentoring skills among teachers (Burwell, 
2005; Gaunt, 2008; Gaunt, Creech, Long & Hallam, 2012).  
Descriptive scheme 
This research employs a descriptive scheme developed by Taylor and colleagues 
(Taylor, 2011; Taylor et al, 2012) to identify the nature and qualities of specific 
pedagogical practices in one-to-one teaching. Given the above rationale, the scheme 
provides an evidenced-based way to characterise those practices through analysis of 
videographic data of one-to-one pedagogical practices. It reflects the following 
principles:  
 it focuses on what is important to student learning;  
 it draws on a relational understanding of practices, focusing on interactions;  
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 it characterises only those aspects of one-to-one teaching that are visible, 
interpretable, and largely able to be altered or controlled by the teacher;  
 it helps make the nature and quality of pedagogical practices visible, including 
to teachers themselves, thereby potentially promoting professional growth;  
 and it is operationally practical. 
The quantitative data generated through this study formed the basis for the qualitative 
characterisation of one-to-one pedagogy presented later in this paper. The approach to 
developing the scheme itself is detailed in Carey et al (in press). 
Method 
Out of 20 staff at the institution in question who volunteered to participate in this study, 
six were ultimately selected to participate, under the criteria of creating a representative 
sample of performance specialisms, full-time and part-time teachers, and gender 
balance. Each teacher-participant was asked to select two undergraduate students – one 
enrolled in the first year of tertiary music study and one in a more advanced year, to 
enable comparison of pedagogical approach across these groups.  The students also 
represented a balance of gender within their cohort. Like most undergraduate 
performance students within this conservatoire, these students attend a weekly one-hour 
individual lesson, with only teacher and student present. Over the course of one 
semester, teacher-participants then self-recorded a series of lessons with each of their 
two chosen students, resulting in a total of over 78 hours of videographic material.  
This raw data was then coded and analysed according to the descriptive scheme 
referred to above. Two researchers were involved in the coding, and double-coded a 
proportion of the videos to maximise reliability of characterisation. Further technical 
aspects of the scheme, including the characterisations themselves, attributes, and 
descriptors, are detailed in Taylor et al (submitted for review).   
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Statistical procedures 
Selected variables from the resulting 74 lesson characterisation records were factor 
analysed using a principal components analysis (PCA) approach (Jolliffe, 2002), in 
order to reduce the observed variables into a smaller set of important composite 
variables. Variables to be included in the PCA analysis were initially selected according 
to theoretical criteria, and were then screened for factorability – that is, ensuring that the 
sample size is large enough, that statistical relationships exist between items, and that 
these relationships are reliable and interpretable.  
While the sample size was small for factor analysis, the data showed evidence of 
being highly factorable. All of the 22 chosen ordinal items correlated at least .3 with at 
least one other item, suggesting reasonable factorability. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 
measure of sampling adequacy was above the recommended value of .6 at .79, the item 
communalities were all above .3, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant (2 
(231) = 1476.693, p < .05). Given these initial indications of factorability, the analysis 
was therefore undertaken with all 22 items.  
Findings   
The aim of the principal components analysis was to reduce the 22 variables to a 
smaller number of factors, to concisely describe the relationships among the items. Two 
factors emerged from the analysis, when the eigenvalue >1 criterion was applied, and 
the same number of factors emerged using a scree plot test. The first factor explained 
50.69% of the variance, and the second factor explained 8.89% of the variance. Oblique 
and orthogonal rotations, which are routinely conducted to maximise high correlations 
and minimise low ones and thus increase interpretability of the findings, yielded similar 
results to one another. The two identified factors were correlated at -.25, a moderate 
negative statistical relationship.  
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At this stage a total of four items were removed because they did not load onto 
factors 1 or 2 above .4. The factor loading matrix for the final solution is presented in 
Table 1. The factor loading matrix shows the factor loadings and the communalities. 
The factor loadings indicate to what extent each of the original items is related to the 
overall composite factor variables, and the communality scores indicate how much 
variance in each variable is explained by both factors. Put another way, the 
communality is an indicator of how reliable an item is. 
Table 1. Factor loadings and communalities based on a principle components analysis 
with oblique rotation for 18 items characterising one-to-one pedagogy (N = 74) 
 
 Factor 1. 
Transformative 
pedagogy 
Factor 2. 
Transfer 
pedagogy 
Communality 
Purpose of practice 
 
.86  .69 
Approach to meaning making 
 
.85  .81 
Pedagogical agility 
 
.84  .86 
Teacher support for learning .83  .81 
Progression between lessons .80  .78 
Approach to diagnosis .76  .75 
Developing response to tasks .61  .80 
Concern for excellence .72  .77 
Open or closed exploration of ideas 
 
.71  .77 
Reciprocity 
 
.64  .69 
Approach to knowledge building 
 
.61  .71 
Teacher feed-forward 
 
.51  .85 
Open or closed exploration of 
performance 
.42  .70 
Orientation to assessment 
 
 .75 .65 
Record making by student  .58 .73 
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Explicit scaffolding of engagement 
 
 -.75 .81 
Re-engaging prior curriculum 
 
-.61 .51 
Structuring of student engagement 
 
.57 
Note making by teacher 
 
.73 
Who initiates 
 
.48 
Framing of post-lesson tasks 
 
.65 
Note. Loadings of <.3 are suppressed. 
 
Internal consistency for each of the two scales (an indication of how reliable the scale is 
– that is, the extent to which the items in each scale were scored similarly to one 
another, and therefore can be argued to be measuring the same construct) was examined 
using Cronbach’s alpha. The alphas were acceptable to excellent, at .95 for 
Transformative Pedagogy (13 items) and .70 for Transfer Pedagogy (4 items).   
Pedagogical styles 
Factor analysis revealed two key types of pedagogical approach among the teacher-
participants. Type 1: Transformative pedagogy places emphasis on a depth of student 
understanding and ownership. It is characterised by a ‘deep’ approach to learning 
orientation on behalf of the teacher, and pedagogical agility in terms of its collaborative, 
explorative, scaffolded, meaningful, and contextualising qualities. In this type of 
teaching, the learning outcomes for the student are transformative. The approach is open 
and exploratory, with deep learning and an emphasis on sense-making and 
contextualising content (including content for assessment) within the learner’s 
experience. Transformative-style teachers are able to promote both performance and 
learning outcomes in their students, though the primary goals are in terms of learning 
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(increasing ability through new knowledge or skills), not performance (with its aim to 
validate one’s ability or avoid demonstrating a lack of ability) (Grant & Dweck, 2003).  
Type 2:  Transfer pedagogy contrasts with transformative pedagogy in that the 
approach is largely didactic. It is characterised by instruction, scaffolding that promotes 
mimicry, less flexibility, orientation towards assessment, and decontextualized learning. 
Its objective is ‘defined’ excellence versus the ‘expansive’ excellence of transformative 
learning. Teachers who tend towards this approach are more assessment-oriented than 
learning-oriented. Learning is only minimally scaffolded, and tends to be more 
decontextualized than transformative learning. Although teachers expressed a desire to 
foster independent learning abilities in their students, the development of technical and 
musical skills dominated their practice. Like Type 1 (Transformative) teachers, transfer-
style teachers may produce both performative and learning outcomes in their students, 
but with much greater emphasis on the former; thus, learning outcomes are more 
confined/focused than expansive.  
Characterisation of teacher-participants 
Unweighted indexes running from 0 to 1 based on the two pedagogical style factors 
were produced, and teachers were compared based on these indexes. All of the teachers 
exhibited characteristics of both teaching styles, but generally the teachers who 
participated in this study tended to adopt a Type 2 (Transfer) style, characterised by a 
definite and determined notion of excellence, an orientation towards assessment as an 
end point, and a predefined approach to pedagogy. This predefined approach included 
general verbal scaffolding of engagement along with clear directions relating to specific 
tasks, and modelling or demonstration. A smaller number of teachers adopted a Type 1 
(Transformative) style, characterised by a deep, sense-making and collaborative 
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approach to pedagogy, an emphasis on contextualization of learning within the student’s 
broader life and career, and agility in pedagogical choices (see Figure 1). 
 
 
Figure 1. Pedagogic styles of study participant teachers.  
 
Early versus advanced students 
Findings revealed differences in pedagogical approach to first-year versus more 
advanced students. Those teachers predominantly falling into Type 1 (Transformative) 
generally tended to exhibit more transformative characteristics when teaching advanced 
(third or final year) students than with early (first or second year) students; that is, they 
heightened their ‘transformative’ behaviours as students progressed (F(1,33)=12.34, 
p<.001). Their use of transfer teaching styles remained low whether they were teaching 
early or advanced students (F(1,33)=1.43, p>0.5). Type 1 teachers adopted more 
reciprocal, open and exploratory teaching styles with advanced students than with early 
students (‘Reciprocity’ – t(33) = 3.91, p<.001; ‘Open exploration of ideas’ – t(33) = 
6.91, p<.0001, ‘Open exploration of performance’ – t(33) = 4.57, p<.001). They spent 
progressively more emphasis on placing practice into a context of consolidating existing 
student knowledge, as opposed to ‘getting it right’ (‘Purpose of practice’ – t(33) = 3.65, 
p<.001. Type 1 teachers also placed greater emphasis on personal and artistic 
development as students became more advanced (‘Concern for Excellence’ – t(33) = -
3.04, p<.01). Type 2 (Transfer) teachers displayed more characteristics of 
transformative teaching in lessons with more advanced students (F(1,25)=6.54, p<.05), 
and also displayed more characteristics of transfer teaching with advanced than early 
students (F(1,27)=17.34, p<.001). Like Type 1 teachers, type 2 teachers placed greater 
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emphasis on personal and artistic development as students became more advanced 
(‘Concern for Excellence’ – t(31) = -5.04, p<.001). Type 2 teachers provided more 
developmental support to advanced students (‘Support for Learning’ – t(31)=-3.39, 
p<.01), although the actual level of support remained consistently lower than that 
provided by Type 1 teachers. Type 2 teachers provided progressively less scaffolding of 
engagement of as students progressed (‘Scaffolding of Engagement’ – t(31)=2.31, 
p<.05). Advanced students of Type 2 teachers tended to be required to take more notes 
than early students of Type 2 teachers (‘Student Record Taking’ – t(31)=-3.29, p<.001) 
Interestingly, for Type 2 teachers, the more advanced the student, the more closed the 
exploration of performance (t(31)=2.07, p<.05), perhaps because Type 2 teachers 
tended to mainly focus on performance outcomes through mimicry. In these 
circumstances, the risk is that students become disinclined to explore and collaborate in 
their own learning, and rather than attempting to change a didactic teaching approach, 
will tend to adapt to it.   
Discussion 
The two pedagogical approaches identified in this study resonate with those explicated 
in constructivist alignment literature, where the distinction is made between teaching 
facts and information (leading to surface learning and ‘declarative knowledge’ 
sufficient to pass a course) and deep, transformational teaching that aligns authentic 
learning activities, assessment, and learning outcomes (Biggs, 2003, 2008). 
Constructivist alignment theory suggests that students are likely to be more actively 
engaged in their learning if taught in a transformative way, one which emphases process 
over content. 
That said, the question of which pedagogical style – transformative or transfer – 
produces the best technical or musical results in students was outside the scope of this 
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study: the focus here was on characterising, rather than evaluating, one-to-one. The 
relative pedagogical effectiveness of each approach in the one-to-one conservatoire 
environment is a topic ripe for further research (though the constructivist alignment 
literature would predict that the transformative approach may be more desirable in 
terms of ‘deep’ learning). Those teachers who exhibit transformative qualities in their 
teaching are (by definition) maximising the student experience in terms of process and 
performance outcomes, rather than performance outcomes alone. The findings of the 
study therefore corroborate the tenet that performance outcomes are not the sole 
measure of the effectiveness of teaching: that ‘the process of instruction – the 
interaction between teacher and student or the effect of teacher behaviour on the student 
– is as important as its product’ (Kurkil, 2007, p. 330).  
In this way, by focusing on process as well as performance outcomes, 
‘transformative’ teachers tend to foster in their students an adaptive and flexible 
approach to learning, a resilience that may stand those students in good stead for dealing 
with work-related (and other) challenges they may face after they complete formal 
study, and the creative entrepreneurship skills that are increasingly necessary for 
building a successful career in the arts (Bridgstock, 2012). By its nature, 
‘transformative’ teaching also increases the potential for one-to-one tuition to serve a 
mentoring function, with teachers helping students realise their career aspirations and 
making the transition to professional life as a musician (Gaunt, Creech, Long & Hallam, 
2012). At a time when universities are ‘prepar[ing] graduates for careers not yet 
imagined’ and when students are likely to engage in ‘a lifetime of specialised work 
requiring multiple advanced skill sets in which they will continually learn and re-learn 
skills for performance in roles that may not have been invented yet’, (Bridgstock & 
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Hearn, 2012, p. 108), higher-order transformative learning as opposed to surface-level 
‘declarative’ knowledge seems indispensable. 
Conversely, when teachers approach their students’ learning in a didactic way, 
providing content and instruction in a Type 2 (Transfer) style, students may become 
accustomed to (dependent upon) this approach. In itself, this is not necessarily 
disadvantageous to student learning, and may in fact suit some students. However, when 
this dependency is non-contested by the students (as is often the case; see Carey and 
Grant, under review), the teacher may fail to explore pedagogical alternatives, which in 
turn may lead to a stagnation of pedagogic agility. As the teacher’s agility shuts down 
there is potential for student’s agility to do so too. Distinguishing between ‘performance 
goals’ and ‘learning goals’ (characterised respectively by transfer- and transformative-
style pedagogy), Grant and Dweck (2003) found evidence that: 
learning goals do exert a positive influence on both intrinsic motivation and 
performance when individuals encounter prolonged challenge or setbacks. In 
addition, although performance goals that are focused on validating ability can 
have beneficial effects on performance when individuals are meeting with success, 
these same goals can predict impaired motivation and performance after setbacks. 
(2003, p. 552)  
For these reasons, students taught in a predominantly ‘transfer’ style may be less 
prepared for a diverse career and less resilient when faced with career challenges or 
crises after their tertiary studies than those students who have experienced 
transformative teaching. This is a potential area for further investigation. 
The findings of this research are highly consistent with those emerging from 
related qualitative studies at the institution in question, as part of a wider enquiry into 
one-to-one teaching using a triangulated multi-method approach (Carey et al, in press). 
The perspectives and experiences of students revealed through focus groups in this 
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study suggests that students also experience teaching as predominantly Type 1 
(Transformative) or Type 2 (Transfer). Those students taught in a predominantly 
transformative style feel mentored as musician, performer, and even as a person, while 
those taught by transfer feel mentored as performers only. While some student-
participants expressed preference for transfer-style pedagogy, the majority preferred 
transformative teaching. Some students experiencing a transfer-style approach to 
teaching spoke of their ‘loss of energy’ and a sense of lacking ownership of their 
learning (Carey and Grant, under review).  
Qualitative data from semi-structured interviews with one-to-one teachers, both 
those who participated in this present study (Carey and Grant, under review) and those 
interviewed for other research projects (e.g. Nerland, 2007), corroborate the findings 
that these teachers display tendencies towards transformative or transfer pedagogy. The 
following comment from a teacher to his student in a study by Nerland, for example, 
shows evidence of the performance- and outcomes-focussed transfer style: 
You must not think in ways like ‘Now I have been very clever. I have been 
practicing a lot’. The truth is that if it does not give results, then you are nothing 
(laughs at his own expression). (Video transcript). (cited in Nerland, 2007, p. 405) 
By contrast, another teacher who participated in the Nerland study exemplified 
transformative pedagogical strategies that sought to foster self-determination and 
personal growth in his students (2007, p. 411): 
Mostly, I am concerned that they have a chance to grow as human beings and to 
develop their personality. And to realize their potential. And not that all should 
sound exactly the same . . . way[,] that’s not important for me, I would rather that 
they should act as individual human beings. (cited in Nerland, 2007, p. 409) 
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Recommendations  
In terms of recommendations relating to the immediate institutional context in which 
this study was conducted, the most self-evident is that of professional development and 
growth, particularly for those teachers exhibiting primarily a ‘transfer’ style of teaching. 
To this end, each of the teacher-participants in this study was provided with an 
individual report summarising and interpreting the most important findings about their 
pedagogic strengths, as well as suggesting some areas where development could be 
beneficial. All teacher-participants were given the opportunity to discuss in private 
these results with members of the research team. At an individual level, it was 
recommended that teachers continue to self-record video lessons for their own reflective 
learning, equipped with a clearer understanding of the characteristics of transfer and 
transformative pedagogy, and the specific behaviours that characterise each type 
(enumerated in the descriptive scheme).  
At an institutional level, it is recommended that professional development 
initiatives for teachers focus on those areas that indicate the most opportunity for 
making pedagogical practices more transformative. These were:  
 Purpose of practice – using practice effectively as an opportunity for 
consolidation and application rather than ‘getting it right’; 
 Pedagogical agility – exploration of different pedagogic approaches in response 
to different situations and needs – building a responsive instructional ‘toolkit’; 
 Approach to diagnosis – building a collaborative approach to identifying and 
solving problems through which both student and teacher learn; and 
 Approach to meaning-making – taking a collaborative approach to building 
knowledge in which shared meanings can be discussed and elaborated rather 
than simply teacher specified. 
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In conclusion 
The purpose of this work is ‘to gain more insight into the variety of teaching practices 
carried out [in one-to-one music teaching], as well as into the mechanisms through 
which they come into being’ (Nerland, 2007, p. 413). This study represents an 
innovative and systematic attempt to achieve these, by structuring a reflective 
exploration of how teaching might become more effective.  These intentions, and the 
progress towards them, have global resonance, as well as a political value within an 
Australian higher education sector for which public financial support demands greater 
attention to the quality of the educational services provided within higher education 
institutions. For these reasons, the authors hope this pilot study will be replicated at 
other institutions, to broaden the data set, to verify the descriptive scheme, and 
eventually to enable comparison and triangulation across contexts.  
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